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from the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROYCE) about the origin, the gen-
esis of the first stalking law that we
had. It is time now that we alter it. It
is time now that we go beyond the cur-
rent DOJ model antistalking code that
was released in 1993 and the legislation
enacted in 1996.

So what this bill does is it alters the
current antistalking legislation by ex-
panding the Federal prohibition on
stalking. And what it does that I think
is so important, it broadens the Fed-
eral definition of stalking to include
interstate commerce, which can in-
clude e-mail, telephone, and other
forms of interstate communications as
a means of stalking.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to mention
also that it adds new provisions, which
have already been stated, with regard
to bail restrictions and protection or-
ders at the time of sentencing.

We in government must do all that
we can to protect our citizenry from
stalking and to show it is against the
law. H.R. 1869 helps us mightily to do
so. It deserves passage.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
KELLY) for sponsoring the bill. I thank
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BACHUS) for his kind remarks, because
we in fact did resolve several concerns
about the bill constructively and today
the bill should enjoy broad bipartisan
support.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, law en-
forcement agencies have said that this
bill is necessary for them to protect
the citizens who are their charge to
protect. The National Center for Vic-
tims of Crime has given a strong en-
dorsement to this bill. Sometimes here
we become cynical, but I can honestly
say that this legislation that the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. KELLY)
has brought before us will make Amer-
ica a safer place and will protect many
Americans from unnecessarily being
stalked. I simply would like to again
give my thanks to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM),
and to the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROYCE), who drafted the under-
lying legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, a recent study
by the National Institute of Justice found that
stalking is a crime that will victimize far too
many in this country: 8% of American women
and 2% of American men will be stalked in
their lifetimes. In fact, 1.4 million Americans
are stalked every year.

While I am pleased that we have been able
to work with the majority to craft a stalking bill
that strikes the correct balance between the
need to protect stalking victims and the con-
stitutional due process rights of all accused

persons, I am disappointed that we are still
addressing domestic violence issues in fits
and starts.

The Violence Against Women Act of 1999,
H.R. 37, which I have sponsored and which
has 175 co-sponsors, addresses the con-
tinuing problem of domestic violence in a com-
prehensive fashion. H.R. 357 goes beyond
merely expanding the federal definition of
stalking and would reauthorize the important
programs to stop sexual assault and domestic
violence that Congress funded in the 1994 Vi-
olence Against Women Act. H.R. 357 would
also build on the good work we did in 1994
and expand funding to other areas such as vi-
olence against children, sexual assault pre-
vention, domestic violence prevention, vio-
lence against women in the military system,
and many others.

Stalking is a serious problem that deserves
our attention, but we cannot shut our eyes to
the broader problems of domestic violence.
Studies show that women and girls annually
experience approximately 960,000 incidents of
assault, rape, and murder at the hands of a
current or former spouse or intimate partner.

It is ironic, indeed, that we had people on
the other side of the aisle decrying violence
against fetuses several weeks ago, but they
have still been unable to hold hearings on
H.R. 357, which addresses domestic violence
against women, children, and men.

I am happy that H.R. 1869 will allow for
prosecution of stalking where a stalker trans-
mits a threatening communication over the
telephone, through the mail, or by email. I also
support provisions in the bill that make it clear
that at the time of sentencing, the court should
issue an appropriate protective order designed
to protect the victim from further stalking by
the convicted person. Under the bill, this order
will remain in effect for as long as the court
deems it necessary in order to prevent the
stalking victim from being harassed after the
person is released from prison.

In addition, we have seen far too many in-
stances where an arrest will not make a stalk-
er stop threatening a victim or will even result
in a stalker escalating his stalking to a point
that is life-endangering to the victim. While I
certainly believe that everyone is innocent until
proven guilty and that bail should be granted
to the accused in as many cases as possible,
it is also necessary in certain cases to detain
alleged stalkers before trial. By defining stalk-
ing as a ‘‘crime of violence’’ under our criminal
laws, H.R. 1869 will permit a federal court to
detain an alleged stalker pending trial in order
to assure the safety of the community or the
defendant’s appearance at trial.

While I applaud these changes in our stalk-
ing laws, we still need to do more. I encour-
age Congress to make this stalking bill only
the first step in a broader battle against do-
mestic violence. We should hold hearings on
H.R. 357 and, at a minimum, continue the
good work we began in the 1994 Violence
Against Women Act, by reauthorizing those
programs.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to support The Stalking Prevention and
Victim Protection Act that seeks to prevent the
criminal act of stalking and to protect the
rights of victims. Stalking is a very serious
issue that deserves the full attention of this
Committee and of Congress.

Each year, 1.4 million Americans are
stalked. Of this number over 79% of adult

stalking victims are women, and 59% of fe-
male stalking victims are stalked by a current
of former intimate partner. In 80% of those
cases, the victim was physically assaulted.
The increasing number of these stalking cases
have prompted increased attention as to sig-
nificant impact stalking has on our society.

In addition to the statistics I have just re-
cited, the Justice Department’s Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics cites that one in 12 women will
be stalked at some point in their lives. How-
ever, of this high number of women who have
been stalked or will be stalked in their lifetime,
only 28% of these female victims will attain re-
straining orders against their stalkers. In rec-
ognition of the high percentage of stalking
cases occurring yearly, unprecedented interest
in stalking over the past decade, and in-
creased media accounts of stalking victims,
anti-stalking laws have been passed in all 50
States and the District of Columbia which
have further been supplemented the Violence
Against Women’s Act and the Interstate Stalk-
ing Punishment and Prevention Act of 1996.

Mr. Speaker, hearings held within the Judici-
ary Committee have revealed that stalking is a
much bigger problem than previously assumed
and should be treated as a major criminal jus-
tice problem and public health concern. Stalk-
ers often do not threaten their victims verbally
or in writing; therefore, many groups have rec-
ommended that credible threat requirements
should be eliminated from anti-stalking stat-
utes to make it easier to prosecute such
cases. This bill would address these concerns
and provide adequate protection to the poten-
tial victims.

I commend the sponsors of this legislation
and urge my colleagues to support final pas-
sage of this bill.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 1869, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ARCTIC TUNDRA HABITAT
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION ACT

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and concur in the
Senate amendments to the bill (H.R.
2454) to assure the long-term conserva-
tion of mid-continent light geese and
the biological diversity of the eco-
system upon which many North Amer-
ican migratory birds depend, by direct-
ing the Secretary of the Interior to im-
plement rules to reduce the overabun-
dant population of mid-continent light
geese.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendments:
Page 5, after line 24, insert:

SEC. 4. COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT PLAN.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the end of

the period described in section 103(b), the
Secretary shall prepare, and as appropriate
implement, a comprehensive, long-term plan
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for the management of mid-continent light
geese and the conservation of their habitat.

(b) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—The plan shall
apply principles of adaptive resource man-
agement and shall include—

(1) a description of methods for monitoring
the levels of populations and the levels of
harvest of mid-continent light geese, and
recommendations concerning long-term har-
vest levels;

(2) recommendations concerning other
means for the management of mid-continent
light goose populations, taking into account
the reasons for the population growth speci-
fied in section 102(a)(3);

(3) an assessment of, and recommendations
relating to, conservation of the breeding
habitat of mid-continent light geese;

(4) an assessment of, and recommendations
relating to, conservation of native species of
wildlife adversely affected by the overabun-
dance of mid-continent light geese, including
the species specified in section 102(a)(5); and

(5) an identification of methods for pro-
moting collaboration with the government of
Canada, States, and other interested persons.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $1,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2002.

Page 6, line 1, strike out ‘‘SEC. 4.’’ and in-
sert ‘‘SEC. 5.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we

are once again considering H.R. 2454,
the Arctic Tundra Habitat Conserva-
tion Act. This bipartisan legislation
addresses the devastating impact that
an exploding population of snow geese,
also known as light geese, is having on
the fragile Canadian Arctic Tundra.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to be very
brief. I would like to say that this bill
was debated and reported from the sub-
committee. It was debated and re-
ported from the full Committee on Re-
sources. It was debated here on the
floor and passed by a voice vote. It
went to the Senate, where an amend-
ment was added to provide for some
long-term strategies relative to this
subject and is back here for concur-
rence.

This is an essential stopgap measure
that is supported by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, by Ducks Unlimited,
by the International Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agencies, by the Na-
tional Audubon Society, by the Na-
tional Rifle Association, the Wildlife
Management Institute, and the Wild-
life Legislative Fund for America.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to ex-
press my sincere appreciation to Sen-
ator Spencer ABRAHAM for his assist-
ance in moving this important pro-
posal. I am confident that early next
year we will have a full debate on the
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva-
tion Act. This was an excellent meas-
ure that was introduced by Senator
ABRAHAM and the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), our
full committee chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote
and I anticipate no further speakers on
our side.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
as always, I want to express my appre-
ciation to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), the chairman of
our Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans, for his
leadership and for bringing this legisla-
tion now for consideration.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes our best ef-
forts to restore wildlife populations
create unintended consequences and
that seems to be the unfortunate case
with mid-continent light geese. Ac-
cording to biologists inside and outside
of the Federal Government, the popu-
lation of light geese has exploded over
the past decade. This has caused sub-
stantial destruction to fragile Arctic
and sub-Arctic habits.

Indisputably, human actions are
partly to blame for the growth of the
light geese population. And for better
or worse, human actions will be pivotal
to the future control of these migra-
tory birds.

H.R. 2454, the Arctic Tundra Habitat
Emergency Conservation Act basically
authorizes two emergency regulations
that were proposed earlier this year by
the Fish and Wildlife Service. These
emergency measures were strongly
supported by State wildlife manage-
ment agencies and a broad assortment
of private wildlife and conservation or-
ganizations, including Ducks Unlim-
ited and the National Audubon Soci-
ety.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG),
chairman of our Committee on Re-
sources, and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) have agreed to in-
clude an expiration date of May 15,
2001, or earlier if the service files its
final environmental impact statement
before that date, to limit the duration
of this emergency action. I am also
pleased to see that the Senate amended
the bill to require the Fish and Wildlife
Service to develop and implement a
comprehensive management plan for
mid-continent light geese and their
habitats.

We have also come to recognize in
the version of H.R. 2454 that was re-

ported to the Senate by the Committee
on Environmental and Public Works
included a second title that would have
authorized a program for the conserva-
tion and management of neotropical
migratory birds. But considering the
changes that have been made to the
bill in the committee and by the Sen-
ate, Mr. Speaker, I am satisfied that
the bill has been sufficiently narrowed
to limit excessive light geese mortality
while the Fish and Wildlife Service
completes its environmental impact
statement and develops a long-term
comprehensive management plan. It is
not ideal, but it is reasonable under the
circumstances. And I do urge my col-
leagues to pass this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes our best efforts to
restore wildlife populations create unintended
consequences, and that seems to be the un-
fortunate case with mid-continent light geese.
According to biologists—from inside and out-
side of the Federal government—the popu-
lation of light geese has exploded over the
past decade. This has caused substantial de-
struction to fragile arctic and subarctic habi-
tats.

Indisputably, human actions are partly to
blame for the growth of the light geese popu-
lation. And for better or worse, human actions
will be pivotal in the future control of these mi-
gratory birds.

H.R. 2454, the Arctic Tundra Habitat Emer-
gency Conservation Act, basically authorizes
two emergency regulations that were pro-
posed earlier this year by the Fish and Wildlife
Service. These emergency measures were
strongly supported by State wildlife manage-
ment agencies and a broad assortment of pri-
vate wildlife and conservation organizations,
including Ducks Unlimited and the National
Audubon Society.

The Fish and Wildlife Service voluntarily
withdrew these proposed regulations earlier
this year after a Federal appeals court ruled
that the Service needed to complete a full en-
vironmental impact statement (EIS). At that
time, I joined the ranking Democrat member of
the Resources Committee, Mr. MILLER, In
commending the Service for pausing to recog-
nize the need to develop a full environmental
impact statement.

Mr. Speaker, it is vital for the Service to
complete this EIS at the earliest possible date.
More specifically, as part of this EIS, is it ab-
solutely critical for the Service to thoroughly
review all essential biological and ecological
data concerning light geese. It is my under-
standing that additional census data and sta-
tistical analyses concerning lesser snow geese
could shed new light on the status and trends
of the light geese population. The Service
should consider this data thoroughly as part of
this EIS.

Frankly Mr. Speaker, without the best avail-
able scientific data, we will never be able to
address the problem of habitat degradation in
the arctic and subarctic habitats. And without
that analysis, Congress can never be sure that
the management and population control strate-
gies we authorize are necessarily targeted and
free of excess light geese mortality.

It also needs to be re-emphasized that Con-
gress is legislating in this matter solely be-
cause all other administrative options available
to the Fish and Wildlife Service—under NEPA
or any other statute—have been exhausted.
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Regrettably, the only remedy remaining is a
legislative fix.

Fortnately, the bill has been improved dur-
ing the legislative process. Nevertheless, I re-
main concerned about two provisions. First,
the bill would waive all procedural require-
ments under the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act (NEPA). Second, the bill authorizes the
use of otherwise outlawed hunting practices,
notably the use of electronic calling devices
and un-plugged shotguns.

I realize that we have agreed to move this
bill due to the documented habitat loss and
the absence of any administrative remedies.
However, I continue to question whether it is
ever appropriate for the Congress to pass leg-
islation to waive NEPA or to authorize other-
wise illegal, or certainly, unsportsmen-like
hunting methods.

I am pleased that the Chairman of the Re-
sources Committee, Mr. YOUNG and Mr.
SAXTON agreed to include an expiration date
of May 15, 2001, or earlier if the Service files
its final EIS before that date, to limit the dura-
tion of this emergency action. I am also
pleased to see that the Senate amended the
bill to require the Fish and Wildlife Service to
develop and implement a comprehensive
management plan for mid-continent light
geese and their habitats.

Certainly, in an ideal world it would have
been far preferable to first require the Fish
and Wildlife Service to complete the plan be-
fore authorizing emergency measures. But in
light of the circumstances, it is my hope that
an effective plan will make the need for future
legislation regarding emergency management
of these species unnecessary.

We have also come to recognize that the
version of H.R. 2454 that was reported to the
Senate by the Committee on Environment and
Public Works included a second title that
would have authorized a program for the con-
servation and management of neotropical mi-
gratory birds. This title closely resembled leg-
islation passed by the House on April 12, H.R.
39, the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conserva-
tion Act. Surprisingly, this bill has not been
scheduled for floor action this session.

It is my understanding that the Senate
agreed to remove this second title after the
Chairman of the Committee on Resources as-
sured the Senate that he will work with his
leadership to ensure that H.R. 39 is brought to
the House floor next year for a vote. I sin-
cerely hope that Chairman YOUNG can bring
the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation
Act before the House early next year, and I
look forward to working with him to pass this
important legislation.

Let me close simply by restating my con-
cern—and the concern of many of my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle—that it is un-
fortunate that Congress is compelled to au-
thorize these emergency actions to control the
light geese population.

But considering the changes that have been
made to the bill in committee and by the Sen-
ate, I am satisfied that the bill has been suffi-
ciently narrowed to limit excessive light geese
mortality while the Fish and Wildlife Service
completes its EIS and develops a long-term
comprehensive management plan. It is not
ideal, but it is reasonable under the cir-
cumstances, and I urge my colleagues to pass
this legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of the legislation being offered today

by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON]. I want to commend him and the
Chairman of the full Committee [Mr. YOUNG]
for their diligence in working with the other
body to assure that Congress acts on this vital
legislation before the end of the session.

H.R. 2454, the ‘‘Arctic Tundra Habitat Emer-
gency Conservation Act,’’ quite simply is trying
to head off an unmitigated conservation dis-
aster for white geese, including greater and
lesser snow geese and Ross’ geese.

During the past three decades, these mid-
continent snow geese species populations
have literally exploded, from an estimated
800,000 in 1969 to more than five million
today.

This dramatic increase has resulted in the
devastation of nearly 50,000 acres of snow
geese habitat around Canada’s Hudson Bay.
This tundra habitat, most of which comprises
a coastal salt marsh, is vital for nesting. As
the snow geese proliferate and consume this
habitat, other populations of birds are also
placed at risk by this loss of habitat.

A special report issued in January, 1998 by
Ducks Unlimited provides a good example of
the depth and the breadth of the problem. In
studies conducted in Churchill, Manitoba,
there were 2,000 nesting pairs in 1968. In
1997, that number grew to more than 40,000
pairs. The result is a cruel fate for the birds,
particularly the thousands of orphaned, mal-
nourished and eventually dead goslings who
cannot survive on barren tundra.

Together with expected population in-
creases is another vexing problem: recovery
of habitat, destroyed by overfeeding at this far-
north latitude, is expected to take at least 15
years; it will take even longer if some of the
acreage continues to be foraged by geese
during the recovery period.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been
working for a few years in partnership with the
Canadian Wildlife Service, several state de-
partments of Fish and Game, Ducks Unlim-
ited, the Audubon Society and other non-gov-
ernmental entities to try to address the prob-
lem. In February of this year, the Fish and
Wildlife Service issued two final rules to au-
thorize the use of additional hunting methods
to reduce the population of snow geese so
that a reasonable population can survive on a
viable habitat. The goal was to reduce the
number of mid-continent light geese in the first
year by 975,000 using additional hunting
methods carefully studied and approved by
the Fish and Wildlife Service.

It is clear that human decision making has
contributed mightily to the light geese problem
through increased agricultural production,
sanctuary designation, and reduction in har-
vest rates.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us takes an af-
firmative and humane step to help assure the
long-term survival of mid-continent light geese
and the conservation of the habitat upon
which they and other species depend. I urge
my colleagues to support this important bill,
and I pledge my support toward making sure
the President signs it.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further speakers, so I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by

the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON) that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ments to the bill, H.R. 2454.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendments were concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT TECHNICAL CORREC-
TIONS

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and concur in the
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
2724) to make technical corrections to
the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:
SECTION 1. ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE.

(a) JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.—Section
219 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 4835; 110 Stat. 3757) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph (5)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(5) JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI.—Provision
of an alternative water supply and a project for
the elimination or control of combined sewer
overflows for Jackson County, Mississippi.’’;
and

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking
‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$20,000,000’’.

(b) MANCHESTER, NEW HAMPSHIRE.—Section
219(e)(3) of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835; 110 Stat. 3757) is
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$20,000,000’’.

(c) ATLANTA, GEORGIA.—Section 219(f)(1) of
the Water Resources Development Act of 1992
(106 Stat. 4835; 113 Stat. 335) is amended by
striking ‘‘$25,000,000 for’’.

(d) PATERSON, PASSAIC COUNTY, AND PASSAIC
VALLEY, NEW JERSEY.—Section 219(f)(2) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1992 (106
Stat. 4835; 113 Stat. 335) is amended by striking
‘‘$20,000,000 for’’.

(e) ELIZABETH AND NORTH HUDSON, NEW JER-
SEY.—Section 219(f) of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4835; 113 Stat.
335) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (33), by striking
‘‘$20,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000’’; and

(2) in paragraph (34)—
(A) by striking ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$20,000,000’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘in the city of North Hudson’’

and inserting ‘‘for the North Hudson Sewerage
Authority’’.
SEC. 2. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER ENVIRON-

MENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.
Section 1103(e)(5) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1986 (33 U.S.C. 652(e)(5)) (as
amended by section 509(c)(3) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 340))
is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)(i)’’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)’’.
SEC. 3. DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA AND

DELAWARE.
Section 346 of the Water Resources Develop-

ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 309) is amended by
striking ‘‘economically acceptable’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘environmentally acceptable’’.
SEC. 4. PROJECT REAUTHORIZATIONS.

Section 364 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 313) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Each’’ and all that follows
through the colon and inserting the following:
‘‘Each of the following projects is authorized to
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